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]rjLitutions have an organization of their owi\ 
educational institutions being no exception co it. in 
organisations efforts of each of the individual and 
various ur?ups are cojrdinateo in a way tnat cney contribute 
to i.i- productivity of cnc organizations, .iuman organisa¬ 
tions have complex interactions in cne group wuich produce 
ccncs ivcncss* it is in v eresting to study now this 
cohesiventos in the organisations, teacher training insti¬ 
tutions in inis case, affects institutional efficiency. 

Ihn present study conducted by £jc* i ., v . Janijira, herder in 
tho Department of Teacner Education and suppQcu-d by Edit, 
investigates into the- relationship between suoi-al cohesion 
amongst teacher c-oucators in elementary teacher Lc.lining 
institutions and tneir efficiency in terms of student 
teacher outcomes* Tne study, though confining to only 
one state., provides trends of relationships .between the 
variables of social cohesion, student tt iclv-r attitudes 
and adjustment- To<; trend shows significant correlations 
bc-.vncn tue criterion variable s and student teacher achieve¬ 
ment in theory and practice* The data has been analysed 
.rnploying correlational, inferential and predictive 



statistics! procedures* It opens up a new area of research 
wherein microstudies can provide empirical dots for improv¬ 
ing effectiveness of hie teacher training institution as 
~n organization. 

It is hoprd that the study will attract attention of 
the researchers wording in this area of educational research 
as well as practioners in teacher education. Ihe purpose 
the study will be achieved, if more rc searen in this 
ore - is conducted* , 
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PREFACE 


Teaching is an activity which is carried on in an 
environment. Classroom environment is considered to be 
a part of classroom teaching. The classroom itself 
is located in the institution which has an .. nvironment 
of its own. The institutional v.-nvironmcni, besides 
physical setting, is determined by tno internetion 
among staff members. The human relations net a scries 
of interactions build up the .social, dim > be in the 
classroom- The quality nf the social climate in the 
institution is built up through whnt It”; 1- n turned 
as social cohesion, a cementing force iris ng out of 
the interpersonal attraction amongst teachers. The 
quality of social cohusion obtaining in educational 
institutions is also d< terminod by the leadership 
style of the Head and the attractiveness of the 
institutional goals. This context variable affects 
pupil outcomes which is an index of teacuing .,f f .„ctive~ 
ness* 

The study of tin context variable of ooci.il cohesion 
appears to be quite important since it is likely to 
affect classroom transactions, and as a consequence 
pupil learning outcomes. There are few studies 
available on this variable in the context of educational 
settings, though a large number of studies have been 
carried out in the context of industrial management, 



defence t stabiishmenis end commercial organisations* ft 1 ® 
stuoUs in the t‘.-.chcr training institutions are almost 
conspicuous by tneir cose nee* Tht? present* study conducted 
provides .1 beginning for further exploration of inis 
inpcutuni ircic" ..due 'tional research* The study has 
Rot v. n -■hie to provide conclusive findings, but it 
■' t ; joint cc seme trends t p or exmple, social cohesion 
i ,,asure$ h-»ve been found to be related to student teacher 
; hie van *nt in theory as well as practice. These varia¬ 
bles, how ever, are not significantly correlated with 
svudent tcrcher attitudes and adjustment except in c. 
couple of mis. Social cohesion scores h 3 ve also been 
foun; to he strong pre die torso f student teacher achieve- 
1 viFl * 1!1 1 -vrticc teaching, but weak predictors of achicve- 
!"ncr»t kH theory. The trend,however, is that social cohesion 
^■^rcs 03 hrvc relationship with student teacher achieve- 
t rohaoiy, research linking the context variable 
* 3 c °hcsion, process variable of teacher behaviour 
*" ’ vari'blc of student teacher outcomes will 

iurt ' , " r 1 U‘>‘ o" tut prob!an. Ihe area is promising, 

V. 'Ucui riy, fra, tu viewpoint, of non-.gaient of Educational 
, xisiit’iUorc. 



beveral persons have "been associated with the study at 
different stages, Mrs.fvK. (honra, Lecturer htlrtd in 
n re oaring tie PCuI and scoring a n Hs. Mrs, Suiting hdav 
assisted in scoring and tabulation of d a ti, Mrs, Pb-nu putta 
shared her data relating ho student teach'* 11 ' 1 attitudes and 
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THE WHDBLHvi tOCLio 

1*0 ^pchdro;' 

1*1 iince t ! mes irnniemori *1, probably right from ta* 1 
inception of human civili?a :ion, individuals learr 

to function in groups* ‘V’tiy unman beings -"lone , - ven 
animals hav' - the tendency to function .’a groups* Hie 
ancs provide a e xen i !• n - ”,mplr ir r 3:0 up behaviour* 

They *11 combine tog . • ■ .n u.'-r * corporate li-^s 
for meeting tne neccssitb- r of Ij.fo* Tie threat to one 
bring- sympathy and defence ft m ’.he rest of the specy* 
This is true of most- of tne species of life , humans 
b*!ng no exception to it. 

1*2 A cursory examination of the human benaviour 
reveals n 1 s social instinct* Even in the competitive 
society of today based on a high level of individualized 
orientation 0 n^ can obs-’rvs that most of our time is 
spent in groups* In the family one can dicern a group 
where mnTib' rs lave a clos*~ affinity directed towards 
family gods* in the school, one p a n observe a number 
of groups-aninstructional group in the class, 3 play 
group on the field, a dramatic group on the stage,a 
literary group in the literary society, ? science group 
in fhe laboratory, and so on- 
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Professional groups function in the offic®, in insti¬ 
tutions, in industrial organisations anc business 
establishments* In the community one csn fina r religious 
group, voluntary organisations Tor social work -nd a 
variety of recreational and intelir c iUsJ forums* 

Evidently, if ? m?n ( s day is survey'd, one would find 

* 

that a major portion of his time is spent in one group 
or the other. That is why group dynamics is receiving 
more and more attention in recent years* 

Why do people function m gr.ups? How do people 
select a group for membership? rf'i-t .is the force tn.-it 
binds people together in a port, culsr groups? Does tnis 
binding force correlate with and rc-sult in group 
productivity? These are some of the pertinent questions 
in search of answers* The answers to these questions 
v;nul d provide Direction for improving the functional 
effectiveness of groups* 

if 

1*3 Group comprises a number of similar people who 
interact amongst themselves. A simple group with which 
--veryone is familiar refers to the family. Here the 
similarity is in terms of the sivred heredity and 
environment as well as common family goals. The 
similarity can also be vipu-'liz-'d in terms of people 
belonging to different zthfiic groups or even within 
the same ethnic group which goes beyond tne confines 
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of the family. In this case, besides the common goal 
orientation which is the basic essential of a group, 
the members have some kind of attraction amongst them. 

It implies that the primary purpose for which a member 
joins a group is his need and the extent to which he 
perceives the potentiality of che group goals ~o satisfy 
his need* Simultaneously, he also considers other mem¬ 
bers and his own going- alongncss with them. Tnis 
going-alongness, besides the commonality of the goals, 
also depends upon the a ttract ability he perceives in 

other group members* This characteristic is consider d 
be 

to/the cementing force in to,, gr^op and is termed as 
cohesiven&ss- 


1*4 Gohesiveness of the group has been defined by 

the 

English and English (1958; ir/fjictlcr.ary> of Psycholo¬ 
gical and p sychoanalytical Terms it as the 

the 

over- all attraction o^f/group- for e-ach of its members- 
in the Dictionary of epeial Sciencc-s, Fes-tinger (1980) 
considers it as a group feeling which is based on 
togetherness* £puld and Kalb (1967) visualise it as 
the motivation of an individual to maintain its member¬ 
ship in a group, international dncyclopc-dia of Social 
Science ( 1968) considers •‘Social cohesion as the cement 
drawing and binding individuals to-gtthcr into groups". 
Cartwriynt and Zander (1963) also reflect tnis line of 


thinking. 
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1*5 One- common denominator in different definitions 
of social cohesion refers to the mutual attraction among 
group members* What can bu the overt behaviours re¬ 
presenting this interpersonal attraction among the 
m.-rubers'? Five categories of these behaviours catalo¬ 
gued in Cartwright -^nd Zander {19U.) are : a) inter¬ 
personal attraction among group m-mlcrsJb) -valuation 
of the group as a whole by thr individual member; c) 
closeness with the groupie!) e-xpr.os b sir* to remain 
in the group; and c) per , . t , Lu,u ol ’.he style- of leader¬ 
ship and opportunity to p->rti clnab f tlK- decision 
making process- Viewed in wk eonlcxi. of educational 
institutions social cone-si on implies interpersonal 
attraction among the staff members manning the 
institutions cvaluaticry-of the institution as a composil 
entity; identification of the mumb^-r of staff with the 
institution? express desire to remain tri the institute 
and ptcFption of leadership style alongwith d'eisinn 
making process obtaining in the institution *>s pare iv A 
by the members of staff* Ibis operational definition 
of social cohesion appear, to b< gui a reasonable to 
work on# 
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1«6 The concept of social cohesion emerging from the 
opt" cational Definition when analysed yields several impli¬ 
cations. The groups are likely to vary in trims of social 
coht sion depending on the- degree of interpersonal attrac¬ 
tion obtaining in the group. The variation in social 
cohesive ness is likely to affect tne realisation of group 
goals which can also be termed as group productivity. 

There may be several other determinants of group produc¬ 
tivity, but social cohesion is likely to turn out to be 
a potential determinant. 

1.7 Looking back it was in e-rly twentieth century that 
psychologic- 1 1 research sets its signt on the improvement 
of workers’ efficiency and discipline. The attempt 
originated with the orientation termed 1 as scientific 
management (Tayler, i9li). Sometimes .in 1930 the scope 
was enhanced to encompass the social component in production 
setting. Against this background, research in the *rea 
of social cohesion assume a good deal of practical 
significance. Initial work suggests that cohesiveness 
can be helpfu] in work groups. It was discovered that 
workers in cohesive group generally display high level of 
morale and satisfaction v4th ticir nob (hnrquis, 1951 



Gross, 19545 Exline, 1957): Cohesiveness, it w,s found, 
also increases members* sense of security with improved 
self regard- They feel less nervous. The reason may 
be the mutual support the group members provide to eon’ 
other (Seashore, 1954). The workers in high cohesive 
groups tend to score higher on the measures of self 
esteem and feel free to report ' v-n unh, r'Ssing events 
to others in the group (Julisn, L l '») n'M express their 
emotions unhesitatingly (French, 1)41 r.nd pep i tone, 1.9bo) . 
Another factor associah d .viiJi fi'O h.igh level of social 
cohesion in the group’refers to absentees* It has been 


found that members in the h.'gh c..i>ssivc group have less 
absentees .in the group than those with low cohesion 
(Fox and Scott, 1943). 

1.8 The increased morale, self esteem and job satis¬ 
faction in cohesive groups obviously raised another 
question of practical significance. Does social cohesion 
affect production in the establishment? Docs improved 
social cohesion in the work group increase- production? 

On the face of it, people appvsr to do better work in 
the positive atmosphere of the cohesiv: group, because 
they expect their peers to exhibit approval for thi ir 
efforts (Seeks, 1952). Studies of job proficiency 1 indi¬ 
cate that people do better work sfliidst friends ratner 
than strangers (Husband, 1940). 
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Anny units are comparatively more efficient at reconnai¬ 
ssance tasks when they are high in cohesive ness (Goodaca- 
roe, 1951). Probably, high performance may be the out¬ 
come of increased co-operation (Hay■'•horn, 1953) and with 
n i on level of communication featuring the cohesive group 
( Lot L end 1 ott, 1961). 

1.9 -luman relations research also provides evidence 
for better productivity in terms of adjustment, self 
concept/self esteem, morale, job satisfaction and 
production. The exception is when the effect of 
cohcsivcncss is marred by what has b<cri termed as 
g roup t hink (Janis, 1968). <jr iupthi nl: is a way of 
thinking in which a cohesive groups m.fcd for unanimity 
ovcrhelms the members' realistic appraisal of alternative 
courses of action (Gerge-n and Gergen, 1981). Group 
members fc >1 reluctant to cri ,- isisc their friend’s 
3 _dr.a» They have the tendency to fit. in with the group 
and kc-'p the group feeling flowing through conformity 

(brand Statter, 1978! Schuler and Pelzer, 1978). 

1.10 In the context of < ducational institutions several 
questions relating to social cohesiveness arise* Can 
the concept of social cohesion developed in the context 

of none ducational groups be applied to educational groups? 
For example, can we study social cohesion in the educa¬ 
tional institutions? If yes, to wh a + objectives? 



The answers to these questions appear rn be In tufe affir¬ 
mative as a number of concepts developed in psyt.io] ogy 
in general and social psychology in parti cul--.r in non- 
eclucational settings have been us fully employ'. <1 in 
education. Group dynamics, learning theories and •> lot 
more from psychology have provided nuidin t p ci pi*’ ? for 
instructional methodology and managerm nt of d.« -.tiorvi] 
institution as an organization. Closer :om u-n .1 't V n 

i 

visualized as a social system ( The 1 an, IbbO). 

1*11 Social cohesion according lo the dn f> r.* ti r i < rr ; v. ? 


at elsewhere in this section envisages intriyt r , i r ,l 
aitraction in the group called cduo. t Lion f ty. !t 
comprises interpersonal behaviours nn Tying fron inter¬ 
personal perceptioris and perceptions of the i< m.* rshif 
and d'cision making process. Following analogy irom 
other fields higher level of social cohesion should b< 
accompanied by higher level of motivation in tnr i/.achtrs, 
higher level of job satisfaction, higher lc vt 1 of self¬ 


esteem and higher level of morale* They may nl 30 ■ vines 
high level of task ■involvement in the institution* t \s 

is well known, the major task, before Lhc tc- ocher is 
instructional* With his better input in terms of task 


involvement, it is likely that the pupils would exhibit 


better outcomes in terms of achiuv. merit 
attitudes, and so on. 


adjustment. 



fe! c*.! position i s supported by the empirical evidence- as 

VVP J 1 * 

1*1?. The stiidies in the educational inshltutions employing 

tills context of social cohesion dirvctly aiming at the 

b y 

specific goal cj tad above ar t ennouioououc/ their absence 
(Buch, 19 7 d, 1979). .inwtv'v, ctudi ^ using organizational 
slim ate index are available. The relationship between the 
organizations] climate nl rig 1 1 in- 1 educational insti¬ 


ll’ t ! 


■nri ' , nd pupil ou Loom j ■ j i .< ihc- ' Inconclusive* The 


studies hnvw yielded mixed uisiUs (‘jli xm w> 1979)* The 
only rtudy using the concept of social cohesiveness in 
the context of educational institutions conducted in India 
•j_s at uu:- doctoral level (Babu, 1976). The study purported 
to investigate the level of social cohesion obtaining in 
higher secondary schools* The product moment corralation 
between cohesiveness and job satisfaction of teachers 
were found to be significant* Linguistic affiliations 
were somewhat related to group cohesiveness* Group 
cohes* vc ness and worries/anxieties related to job were 
not found to bo related* At the teacher training level, 
the only study in this area investigated relationship 

i 

between social cohesion in thesv conaary colleges of edu¬ 
cation and student teacher attitudes* 
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The product-moment correlation between the two variables 
were significant only in respect of the subscores of stu¬ 
dent teachers’ attitude towards classroom teaching, pupil 
centred teaching, educational process and student teacher 
attitude- towards pupils (Dhaka, r?0l}« \t the elementary 
teacher education lt-vel, no study could be located* It 
was,therefore, considered desirable that a study of secial 
cohesion in the teacher training institutions at the ele¬ 
mentary level in relation to student teacher out'c-mce may 
be designed* The present study is an attempt i n ibis 
direction. 

:i.0 problem dtatc-mc n t 

2.1 The problem was stated ns : 

A STUDY OF SOCIAL COHESION IN ELEMENTARY TEACHER 
TRAINING INSTITUTIONS AND ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH 
THEIR EFFICIENCY* 

Obviously, the study uses two terms relating to two vari¬ 
ables* So ci al co h es i on is a social force arising from 
the interpersonal attraction of tht. group members* The 
behaviours are classified into five categories, namely, 
interpersonal attraction, evaluation of the group as a 
whole by the individual, closeness with the group, express 
desire to remain in the group and leadership and decision 
making process, perception, ''ohtsion has been 
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studied both as a composite sumrnative variably as well os 
its five constituent component variables, r-ffici.. ncy of 
the institution technically covers a large number of such 
components as stuc-.nt outcomes, the lov-1 of wastage and 
stagnation, cost effect!v» nt s-., etc* In this particular 
study, however, the student outcomes have bu«-n sdl f c tc d 
as the criteria n of Institutional 'fficlcncy for the 
obvious reason hut it ir. the core viinl objective of 
teacher education. To ’hat extent, V.i- term has been 
u sc- d in a limited sense. The pupil outcomes also comprise 
several dimensions like achii-v'-mr.nfc, adjustment and 
attitude* The study startcdv.it!'- only student teacher 
achievement in theory and practice teaching as the 
product variable, but the latex iffe-ctivo variables were also 
added later on due to the availability of the ’ 4ata’ 
from another study (Uutta, 1982)* Hoe data w< re pool, d 
for carrying out multivariate’* analysis involving 
regression analysis* 

The achievement has bet n studied along ..cv~r.nl dim- naJ -hA* 
Theory coursfewlse (pedagogical p .pers) nnd practice 


teaching course have b<.*.n treated separately. The total 
achievement in taeory has also b. , n cov'.'.cd. The adjust¬ 
ment of student-ti-uchc cs covered tiicir adjustment to 
teaching, teachers, pc<-ts and inr.ritution, Hr total 
adjustment has also been studied* Student teacher 
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attitur» Scov^r1 he six dimensions of the Ahluwalia 
Altitude invf nlory n=?nely attitude towards teaching 
profession, attitude towards classroom teaching,' attitude 
cowards child conned practices, attitude towards ®du- 
c-ti^n-l process, attitude towards pupil and atlitude 
towards teachers. in addition their 

attitude towards the institution was studied- 
?.l The- study was primarily designed following correlational 


approach, it purported to answer a simple question 
whether social cohesion of cjrme-ntc-ry t'achc. training 
institutions is r-latcd to student teacher outcomes. 
Besides, a few more questions wer considered for seek¬ 
ing answers through the study. Do institutions with 
high and low social cohesion differ significantly on 
student tcacncr outcomes? Doc-'s social cohesion predict 
student outcomes ox vice versa. The study focussed on 
th'. out stion through compariny student teacher outcome 
m^n 3 of the tejehtr training institutions with high 
and low social cohesion, ?nd application of stepwise 
regression analysis for the prediction of criterion 
variables. S-veral combi nations of the predictor and 
-r ter 1 on variables have been considered for processing 
Prediction of social cohesion from achievement, 

" :iustmrnt »nd attitude variables; prediction of 
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achivcmcnt from social cohesion, attitude and adjustment 
sc p res, and practice tcacning scores from the rest of the 
v-arinbJ s- 

The study was conducted in the state of Utter Pradesh, 
•'ihich has 105 rlemc.rn.nry teacher training institutions 
running two years course. Final ye-r students were 
selected for the study os it was considered that they 
might have formed stable- perception*, of the social 
cohesion in the institutional staff and their exposure 
Lo social forces in this ins :- itut’ on nn girt bo reflected 
in their behaviours* 


3*0 Objectives 

3*i The following specific objectives of th- present 
study emerged from the statrmoni of the problem. 

3*1*1 To study the social cohesion obtaining in the 
elementary teacher training institutions. 

3*1*2 To study the- relationship between sets of socia] 
cohesion scores (total and on the five areas) 
and the scores of student teachers on -chicvcmcnl, 
adjustment and attitudes* 

3*1*3 To compare the mean scores for student teachers 

in .institutions with high and ]ni<> soci =0 cohesion 
on achievement, adjustment -»ni attitude. 

3*1*4 To pre-die-, social cohesion in c]« mental*/ teacher 
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training institutions through different variable-s 
comprising achievement, adjustment and atii tudes- 
3.1*5 To predict achievement from different social cohesion 
scores ^nd student leacher ariju? tm, nt, attitude 
. and socio-:c jnnmic status scores- 

3- 1-f To predict teaching practice scores or student teachers 

fr'vn different social cohesion scores ?nd student 
t -ion. r ped.agcaicr] echirv-ment, -tliiude, adjustment 
=na s^ciotconomic svtus scores* 

4*0 Hypo the S3 s 

4- i in order to r'--lizc the objectives (3*1-2 and 3-1-3) 

the following null hypotheses were formulated* 

The mean social cohesion scores of the teacher training 
institutions are not significantly related to the mean 
institutional scores on student teacher achievement, 
attitude, ano adjustment. 

"N Thr difference between the mean scores of institutions 
with nigh and low social cohesion on student teachers* 
achievement do not differ significantly. 

Mn 3 ^ difference between the mean score of institutions 
with high and low social cohesion on student teachers' 
-•djustmant do not differ significantly. 

The difference between the mean score of institutions 

with high and low social cohesion on student teachers' 
attitude do not differ significantly. 



5.1 The four hypotheses have been formulated . ntjll 
hypotheses ns supporting evidence required fox formula¬ 
ting the directional hypotheses is no l available* The 
social cohesion in die context of educational institutions 
is practically an unexplored area and predicti on objec¬ 
tive 3.1*1 is descriptive in nature- Tne objectives 
3*1*4, 3*1*5 and 3.1*6 relate to prediction. 


6. pelim i c ation 

6*1 Tnt study has rdr.ifications in several directions* 
Considering die constraints of tine and resources, it 
was limited in ■, ms of che level of teacher education, 
geographical area, institutions, variables selected 
for the study* 

5.2 The study was confined to elementary teacher 
education level* In terms of geographical area, the sfcu^ 1 
was confined to only Uttar Pradesh. Further, it was 
confined to the institutional efficiency variable of 
student teacher outcomes in respect of achiever.)'.nfc, 
adjustment and attitudes. Practice tokening was also 
covered* These variables were set in cm- focus cu wiu 
study, since they conscitute the major concern of 
teacher education and represent its qualitative dem vision. 
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therefore developed specifically f^r this purpose* Hie 
developmental steps and technical information regarding 
SCAI follows* 

4.1,o considering the 'Operational defir.ixion -\f social 
cohesion -in the context of educational institution draft 
items wore prepared in g,acn of the coupon'. n*c cr‘ r -s. 
These draft items were ex-mined hy r, panel of . yjr, rs 
regarding their clarity and belongingness t' i.he <-ren 
for which they were- constructed* Hit t.r, /ic-2.1 provide 
areawise draft iismsi- 

t 

Table M 

.Art a wise graft It'ins 


Area 


. _ 1.. '• ■ \j_ T tern s»__ 


1. interpersonal Yfctraction 
among x group members, 

II* Evaluation of the groupas a 

whole by the individual member, 

III* Closeness with the group- 

IV* Express desire to remain 
in the group. 

V* Style of leadership and opportunity 
to participate in Decision making 
process. 


Total 


62 
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4.1*3 The draft items i-ncluded check items as well as 


positive items* The chsck items were classified as 
negative items* The items were answered by the teacher 
e due ~ tors wi i'a a view to judging social cohesion in their 
institutions. The items had three situations for cate¬ 
gorization of the respondent judgements, namely, 

■t^cf trK Far ft ^rr Wr 

* 3^^ ftrlT ^ frar 


Mostly happens 
like this* 

% 


Sometimes hnppans ''"vi't happens 

like this* like this* 


For each of the situations separate bjocks were provi¬ 
ded* The answers were tick marked ( ) in relevant block. 

Some sample items are given below*- 


1- w - 

3Rr fr »wr V i 

I have started liking 
this institution. 

k 

t^Y «n?r Wr? i- 

My colleagues do not bother 
about my welfare. 

4*1*4 The tool comprising 62 items was tried out on 200 

elementary teacher educators of states of Madhya Pradesh, 

Uttar Pradesh, Himachal Pr-desh, Rajasthan, Punjab and 


[ 
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Delhi. The items were scored and item-ifcc-m product 
moment correlation matrix was prepared. Correlation 
between item score- nnd the total score were also obtained* 
Fif ;y items having significant correlation with the total 
score, ten in each area, were selected. 

.Reliabi lity • 4.1*5 cronbach. Alpha was calcnlaUc' for the 
tool as a whole and for the five are-s esper-tejy* The 
Alpha values serving ns reliability coefficients «re 
given in tabic 2*2* 

Table 2*2 cronbach Alpha .Vliab.il i ty 
Go-efficients for 3CAI* 


S.Nb 

. Area 


1* 

interpersonal -ttraciion among 
grOup members- 

• 

.59227 

2. 

Evaluation of the group as a whole 

.80469 

3. 

Identification with the group. 

.49294 

4. 

Express desire to remain in 
the group. 

•51174 

5. 

Style of leadership and opportu¬ 
nity to participate in decision 
jnakinq process* 

.54803 


total 

.8^420 "" 


The content validity was establisned through export 
judgement. The tool is internally v.alid> since the 
correlation between the itemscores and the total score 
are significant. 
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';«2.0 Student Teacher Adjustment inve ntory (3T.il) 

4.2*lThe tool has been developed by putt (1980, 
in press). The tool comprises 70 items divided 
in four areas of adjustment namely adjustment 
towards teaching, peers, teachers and institutions. 
The relability using Kuder Richardson-20 comes 

j 

out to be .89 for the total inv* ntjry and *68, 

• 74, -74 and *69 for the areas relating to teach¬ 
ing, peer, teacher ->nd institution respectively. 

4 . 3.0 Teacher attitude Inventory ( TM) 

4*3*1 The tool consist 3 of ;)0 items and covers 
six areas of attitude, namely, teaching profe¬ 
ssion, classroom teaching, child c«-ntred 
practices, educational process, pupils and 

teachers. The t» st retest r.liability was found 
to be 0.79. 

4.4*0 Attitude Toward institutions Inve nt ory 

4*4.1 The attitude invent 0 -^ at <1*3*0 docs not 
cover teachers attitude towards th- institution 
so the tool developed by Dutt ( l98l) was used 
for this purpose. The reliability of th. tool 
using cjronbach vlpha comes tc. 

4*5.0 Student Teache r sc hi. vern^ n . £ 'j^Jo rm a 

4.5*i The pro form- was '■ Is-', to collect 
student tppeher m- i 'ks obt ir-d in theory papers as 
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analysis 


. ,ND I I'HEill RET.vTIO 


1.0 Approach 

1.1 it will be recalled that the study purported to 
focus on the relationship between social cohesion 
obtaining in the elementary teacher training instituti 
ons Stapled for the purpose with di ff-'.rcnt measures 
of studdnt teacher achicv'ment, adjustment and 
attitude. The institutions with high r<nd low social 
cohesion were also to be compared on tile criterion 
variables. Further, an attempt was nmdc'Lo predict 
achievement from the social cohesion scores nu 
social cohesion was predicted from product variables, 
SESand adj* ctmcnt- and attitude of student teachers* 
The first objective is more or less n descriptive 
study of intercorrelations amongst different variables 
Hypotheses for testing the significance of difference 
of means were formulated for the second objective. 

The last one is a combination of descriptive and 
inferential treatment of the data using stepwise 
regression analysis* 

1*2 Although statistical procedures to be -used for 
realising the objectives of study through analysis and 
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interpretation of the data were mentioned in t!v precc i~ 
ing chapter, hero it will be appropriate co c.nuvu-rcc 
all variables used in the analysis and interpretation. 

It will bt- helpful in reading through the t-bics 
meaningfully. Th<. table below catalogue:; tie vrri'blej, 
a 1 oncjwith their code numbers used in computerization 
of the data. 


contd : - 
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Table 3-1 

Variables with Computerisation coc’,gs 


T 

i 

Computer 

• Variable 

» VarxaBle 

Code 

* ( "ibbreviated ' (expanded form) 

t 

i 


* Foim j 

! 

t 

? 

t 

i 

i 

i 

01 

T 

T TP 1 

r 

t 

» 

! 

' Interpersonal 
* attrac tion among 

’ group members- 

1 

t 

02 

' EG'v 

• Evaluation of the 

i 


\ 

1 group as a whole by 

p 1 


f 

1 the member. 

coi 1 



t 

t*l l 
•v* 

03 

' CWG 

1 Closeness with the 

8; 


r 

! 

1 group. 

r 

sJ ' 

04 

' 5D3G 

1 Express desire to 

H r 


1 

1 

' remain in the group. 

T 

$ 1 

1 

t 

05 

1 LSD^j 

i 

1 

' Leadership style 
' ‘.nd decisionmaking. 

t 

t 

1 

1 

06 

1 3C3T 

t 

t 

t 

’ Toral social cohesion 

1 score. 

t 

t 

1 

t 

1 

1 

07 

t PE 

t 

t 

» ..' ' ■; - - - 

F Principles of 

* Education. 

1 

t 

1 

08 

! HP 

i 

' Educational Fsycnology 

T 

1 

1 

09 

< IT 

i 

' 'Principles of Teaching 

1 

1 1 

10 

1 EEC 

’ Educational Evaluation 

ui ' 


f 

1 

1 • " r.d Gounsoil ing. 

d3 1 

T 

11 

1 11 E 

1 t'roblLms of Primary 

IM 

M 1 


r 

! iuuca Lion. 

r 

O 1 

* " I 

t 

2 b 

' ,’iTT 

i 

i 

1 »chi v.'mcnt Theory 
' Total. 

1 

! 

12 

1 r tt 

’ Tr^cticn Teachin q 

f 

t 

f 1 


1 

f 

! 

! To t • 

i 

i 

t 
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Area 'Computer" 

' Code 

X 

~1 

i 

t 

“VariaEle- 

( Abbreviated) 

~ r 

? 

x 

" Variable 

(expanded form ) 

t 

t 

E— i t 

2 ; . 

1 UJ ' 

(S 1 

<f) I 

1 : 

? 

\ 

X 

\ 

1 

13 

14 

15 

16 

26 

i 

i 

f 

t 

T 

1 

? 

T 

\ 

f 

1 

! 

J 

ADT 

MTP 

adtr 

ADI 

ADTS 

i 

i 

i 

i 

t 

f 

i 

t 

X 

r 

i 

i 

i 

Adjustment to Teaching 

Adjustment to Pe^-rs 

Adjustment to Teacher 

adjustment to 
institution. 

Adjustment Total 

Score. 

SOGibg,’ 
Economic 
StstQs ’ 

t 

—17— 

t 

*1 

1 

t 

-5£3- 

r 

* 

r 

t 

"So c io - e co ribm i c 

Status 

i 

i 

i 

18 

1 

1 

1 

■ ATT 

T 

\ 

1 

Attitude towards 
Teaching Profession. 

i 

i 

i 

19 

T 

t 

ACT 

t 

t 

t 

Attitude towards 
Classroom Teaching. 

1 

X 

T 

20 

f 

1 

! 

ACCF 

X 

t 

T 

utitude towards 

Child Centred 

Treetics « 

T 

UJ 1 

21 

f 

t 

ALT 

T 

f 

Vttitude towards 
educational process. 

E » 

fo* f 
< 

22 

! 

r 

Al 

X 

X 

? 

^ttitud^ towards 
pupil. 

X 

r 

23 

i 

T 

ATR 

! 

I 

Attitude towards 
Teachers* 

r 

i 

i 

x 

27 

1 

? 

! 

US 

t 

T 

? 

yttitude total Score. 

i 

x 

i 

t 

24 

X 

1 

T 

! 

ATI 

f 

X 

X 

1 

Attitude towards 

Insti tu tions* 


* 


The scores are not added td ATS computer Cooe 27 
because has be* n measured from a different tool* 





- 28 


The computer cod3s .^nd variable- specifications will 
help in reading the tables giving statistical treat¬ 
ment to the dot,: that is to follow* 

2-0 Re suits ; Correlational 

^ lh: first analysis of the data w-s correlational. 

It ; iovided a birds eyeview of the intcrcorrelations 
r, onist different variables. The table 3.2 provides 
- >jCc 7 inttrcorrclation matrix. The tabulated Values of 
correlations sijnificant at .05 and .Oi levels are .332 
nd respectively. Hie intc-rcorrelalions in the - 
tabic will have to be studied in the light of these ta¬ 
bulated values^ 


contd*- 
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Soci al Cohesion_ T 


Variables 

1 

2 

'"3 

4 5 


6 

1. 

l7W~' 

• 





2. 

,815#* 

1.000 ■ 


— m 



3. 

.760** 

.633*# 1»000 

m »- 



4» 

.764## 

.660## 

.696## 

• 999 - 


m 

5. 

.873** 

.805** 

,747#* 

.753#* 1* 

000 


6* 

.938*# 

.866-## 

.867** 

♦858#* . 

940** 1,000 

’ 7. 

.364# 

♦ 318* 

• 149* * 

'. 313.. 

.363* 

»333* 

8. 

.200 

.151 

• 163 

.202 

.014 

• 154 

9. 

.216 

,275 

-. 140 

.098 

.141 

*118 

10. 

,306 

.470** 

.078 

.213* 

.346 

.308 

11. 

.230 

.281 

• 111 

• 189 

.245 

.232 

25. 

.481## 

.565#* 

.122 

. 36-.# 

» 4 O 3 ## .418# 

12. 

.405# 

.321 

. 371* 

.522** 

jj&8# 

.445** 

13. 

.257 

• lBI 

,308 " 

.074 

. 185"' 

.225 

14. 

-.039 

-.010 

.045 - 

.098 

.062 

4 .. 000 

15. 

■. 252 

-.293 

-.100 - 

. 108 

* 168 

-.200 

16 . 

-. 062 ■ 

-.095 

-.096 - 

.ote 

,0/9 

-.080 

26. ' . 

-.012 

-.057 

.066 - 

,053 

. 022 

-.004 

17- __ 

,028 

'T042 

-.033 

.273 

TUI7~ 

~70?T3 

18. 

— 7057 

• DDs 

•W - 


TDSSr 

“ rar* 

19. 

-.123 

-. lOi 

.023 - 

. 138 

. 007 

-. 067 

20. 

-.060 

-.107 

057 

.002 

.072 

.018 

21. 

-.167 

-.110 

-.074 - 

.045 

.016 

-.087 

22. 

-.023 

.002 

.069 

.029 

.136 

.056 

23, 

.015 

.066 

.195 

.138 

*121 

.152 

27. 

-.049 

-.026 

.074 - 

.Oil 

.090 

.026 

24. 

-.065 

-.032 

.029 - 

.049 

.045 ' 

BHSSM 


/ 


contd* 


Vari" 

ables 


Achievement 

I Iff*. It «rr i n fl T «I W1TW Ifc __ 

8 9 10 


T P 

- A —. r.**,, paf* 

11 25 12 17 


1. 

2* 

3* 

/ 

H-i* 

5. 

/ 

0 * 

7* 

8 . 

9* 

10 . 

11 . 

25. 

122 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16 . 

26. _ 

JJ-i_ 

18 . 

19. 

20 . 
21 . 
22 . 

23. 
27. 

' ■r r 

24. 


1.000 

.048 

.031 

.072 

.177 

.393* 

• 117 
.274 
'<153 
-.083 
-.059 
.-.•A2.3 

<129 

7l05 

-.147 

• 178 

.00i 

• 122 
• 156 

. .136 

TD§T 


1.000 

-.111 



-■116 


.207 

.271 

.999 


.691 

.698 m 

. 608 n 

1.0 

. 0i6 

-.010 . 

-.226 

- - 0 J 3 

.032 

.015 

.284 

.204 

.Oil 

-.005 . 

■ * 051, , 

-.100 

.087 

"• • 091 

. 0..'14 

-. o97 

.222 

.014 

.027 

.216 

.179 

" • 0j,6 

• 138 

. 054 

043 

~:il5L.. 

* 156 

* ** * f 1 

• 166 

l03 

-.093 

* — - 

• 189 

. 050' 

032 

-»162 

.122 

-.100 

005 

- • 163 

• 262 

.034 

058 

-.156 

. 149 

-.092 

056 

-.146 

*145 

.067 

02i 

—• 081 

.288 

.UUQ 

021 

7 ; 1§9_ 

.170 

.006 

Q76_ 

:.206 

.063"'“ 

m ■ -V u 

-.023 
™»* * » 1 


;P54. -. 3'63'J- 
. / ' ' “ " ' * • * > > 


-1 4 14m. 

;i32 

-.320 <-• 

:3 

- . 310 -• 

131 

* 

1 

CD 

*■ 

I 


-.259 -* 

u >X> 

-.210 

\ ) 
n i 

7 * 333 I'w. 1 

' r * t*. ■* w * l» « 

1 u9 

* - # ** 


-•^3 3 L'Hk* |30 

» W - i » * <r v*. 
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2.2 The 3-1 can be divide’ into five segments 

for interpretation on the basis of the areas covered. 

The first segment covers intercorrelations in the area 
1-6x1-6, 1- 5 being tne intercorrelations between 
different areas of social cohesion wnile 6 representing 

tae s^frosted social cohesion score. ,.n ^ x:m ina tion of this 
area of the intercorxelation matrix reveals quite 

i 

high intercorxelations in all cells most of winch are 
significant at .01 level. High corrals cions i'« row 6 
represent contribution of each of Lae five areas to 
the total social cohesion score. High inLercorralutions 
in the remaining part indicates overlap among different 
areas comprising social cohesion. 

2.3 The next segment of the intercorrelation matrix 


(7-11, 25, 12) x (1-27) yields 49 intercorrelations. 

™ S is an topo^ant segmpnt in the sense that it covers 
student teacher outcome variables of achievement. aows 
7-li cover their scores in the five theory papers, row 
25 covers total achievement in theory and-row 12 indicates 
scores in practice teaching. within this also the 
major concern of the study is for intercorrelations 

" Sub5 ^ ent (7-U, 25, 12) x (1-6). rnese parti¬ 
cular correlations are addressed to the objective 3 . 1.2 

in ^ flrSt chapter ' examination of the subsegnent 
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reveals trial; tne student teacher rue an scor-: in tne 
paper on r i Uciples of Education (07) has significant 
csrrclr+ions with the social cohesion area scores of 


IP A ECW ISDN ~.nd SCS at .01 level. li also nas 
positive correlation with C: and cDfti without ranch in; 
significant level. Thus ro« 7 ir th<; n-Lrix reveals 
th.-t student tedener ac • i* Vs-rv J i i i i.h - p - ..i.c Lplcs of 
Education is related to social co lesxon obcari.ing in 
the teacher training institution severed in the study. 
In the case of student «,-• cur on lavement scores .in 


Educational Vm/chology row 0 of the Intercorrelation 
matrix reveals positive corrtlot *.ji with s.ix social 
cohesion scores but none of them is significant. Tne 
same trend is discernible in the case of correlations 


between social cohesion scores and student teacher 


scores onp rinciples of Teaching as is evident from 
a perusual of row 9 with the only exception that the 
correlation of student teacher scores in this paper 
are negat'Ivnly correlated with closeness with the 
group (CC). Row 10 gives correlations between the 
mean social cohesion scores and student teacher 
achievement in Educational Evaluation and cnnnsoi ling. 
The correlation between the mean stuaeril isc oner 


achievement scores and mean scores on EGW are si*j- 
nificant at .Oi level and the student ceac-'-cr 
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achievement in this paper has positive significant 
correlation with LSEM at .05 level. The remaining 
four correlaxions in row 10 are positive without 
reaching the significance level. Row ll giving 
correlations between tire six mean scores of social 
cohesion and student teacher achievement seo in triix 
p 3 per on the Problems of',irimary Education ars > ositivc 
but not significant. Tne row with computer cod*. 
catalogues correlations between the student ,idiv.r 
total achievement in the five theory papers i.j j*./. 


m rrn scores of social conesion. ihf cor.'..lr,tiuns 
between student teacher achievement and lue social 
cohesion mean scores on IP*, EGW, ISOW and SCSI arc 
significarir. a t .0i level the correlation between 
student teacher achievement mean 'scofe and EDRG 
are significant at .Oilevels. r ts correlation with 
C,/G, nowever, is positive without Teaching significance 
lc,ci. Ihc correlations in row (25) indicate positive 
rclationsnip between the social cohesion scores and 
student teacher achievement scores (theory p apers 
combined together). 

U ° f the intsroorxelation matrix gives a set 
of correlations between student teacher mean score in 

r T4 r in9 and ** SiX msan *»«• Of social 
t ‘ ns corr rl at ions follow almost the seme 

tr tne* as row tk 

teacher me-n ' ^ C ° rrelation s between student 

u * 1 *-* mean scori= nn 

achievement „ ith SOcial oohesion 
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scores of ED*5 and SCST are significant at * Oi level 
and its correlation with Ip a, EGIV, G'vVG and LSDvi are 
significant ui *05 level. This implies that the 
student teachers t.end to achieve heiglier in teacher 
training Institutions with higher level of social 
cohesion and they tend to acni>. ve leer, in ins cite- 
tions with low social conesiou. 

2.5 Hie segment 13-27x1-6 gives in ter corrcla tions 
between student teacher mean score or j\ v . rj.vo 
variables of adjustment, ^ighfc v .rial L.s of 
attitudes and 6ES* This stinc-ni contains J.;u 
correlations, tone of the correlations Ls signifi¬ 
cant at -05 level. The correlations present a 
mix of positive as well as negative ones. Tnis 
segnent however, presents interesting reading, if 
examined clos ly* 

2.6 Row 13 provides correlations between student 
teacher mean scores or adjustment to teaching and 
the six scores on social cohesion. Its correlation 
with CWG, IPA and SES are more than .2, of course, 
without reaching significance. The remaining three 
correlation are positive but below .2, obviously, 
they are not significant. This is the* only row 
where all the six correlations ore positive. 
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it indicates the tendency of better adjustment level 
towards teacning in institutions with higher level 
of social cohesion, in other words, stude-nt Uachc-r 
adjustment to teaching increases with the corres¬ 
ponding increase in institutional social cohesion 
scores* The relationship between tne student teacher 
adjustment to peers and social cohesion are mostly 
negative although they are not significant. The 
size of correlation is also small since ail of uiem 
ar e below* 1* Tog negative correlations may be 
due to mutual competitiveness reaching th. level of 
jealousy in student teachers for securing good 
internal assessment. How 15 reveals negative 
correlations without reaching significance between 
*tucicnt teacner adjustment to teacher and social 
cemesion scores of tne instit itionsp probably, due 
to the same reason as in the case of their adjustment 
to peers* The results in respect of the relationship 
between student teacher adjustment to institution 
md totcl rdjusiment mean scores and six measures of 
social cohesion are negligible and mostly in negative 
direction as revealed by row 16 and 26. 

2*7 Iht intcxcorrelotions in the segment from (10-14, 
27j x (1-6J indicate correlations between social 
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cohesion and axtitude of the student teachers, toost 
of the correlations are very small. The correlations 
between social cdhesion scores on CWG, LSB/1, SCST 
and student teacher attitudes towards teachers' are 
positive but not significant. These correlations 
indicate a tendency that student teachers attitudos 
to teachers is related to social cohesion in the 
institution. 

2.8 There are a number of concommitunt correlations in 
thi rest of the intcrcorrcl ation matrix. A pr-rusual" 
of these correlations rove a] that student teacher 
achievement in Educational Psychology and socio¬ 
economic status were found to bo significant at ,05 
* 

level. The remaining correlations between student 
teacher academic achievement in different papers 
and various scores of their adjustment and attitude 
were not found to be significant. However, the scores 
on practice teaching have significant negative corre¬ 
lation with their adjustment to teachers, total 
adjustment scores, altitude towards teaching profession 
and total attitudes scores while the correlaxions are 
positive 'and significant with socto. eonomic status. 

The negative correlations in student teacher achieve¬ 
ment in practice teaching and their adjustment and 
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attitude may be due to the feeling of competition 
and jealousy developed through internal assessment 
as pointed out earlier. Ihe student teacher adjust¬ 
ment and attitude have been found to be significantly 
related as is indicated by tne high correlations mesi 
of which are significant at ,0i level* 

3- 0. Result s? i n trant ini 

3*1 The second mode of analysis of the data involves 
iOimation of groups of twelve institutions each having 
high and low social cohesion, ihe institutions were 
ranked on the- total social cohesion score for group¬ 
ing. The major purpose of this analysis was to see 
if the two groups differ significantly on student 
teacher outcomes in terns of their achievement, ' ' 
adjustment and attitudes. Tables 3.3-3.5 provide 
results of the analysis. Table 3.3 provides results 
in respect of student teacher achievement in theory 
pepers 1-5, total scores in the five papers and 
achisvement scores on practice teaching. 
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^ JTabl 3 ^ 3* 3 _ 

Student Teacher Achievement in Teacher Training 
institutions with High and Low social, cohesion. 


Variable N 

Group 

A/j&ans 

S-D. 

~t 

Significance 

1 PE 12 

H 

45.47 

2.48 

1.^633 

.05 

12 

L 

43.16 

3.80 

4 


2 EP 12 

H 

45.63 

4.97 

1.1283 

NS 

12 

L 

43.09 

6.01 



3 PT 12 

H 

43.56 

5.27 

0.0075 

NS 

12 

L 

43.54 

6.44 



4 EEC 12 

A 

45.16 

6. (P 

0.8439 

NS 

12 

L ‘ 

43.18 

4.73 



5 PPE 12 

H 

46.22 

c.oo 

1.1536 

NS 

12 

L 

43.44 

5.84 

t 


6 ATT 12 

H 

218.69 

20.10 

2.3662 

,05 

12 

L 

202.22 

13. j2 



7 PTT 12 

H 

11.13 

1. 45 

.7556 

NS 

3.2 Hie tphl 

e reveils that 

the two 

groups of 

i nstitutioni- 


formed on their social cohesion Jcvels differ significantly 
at .05 level in respect, of student i r- acher acnii voinent in 
Principles of Education and total scores of all five 
papers. The results in respect c*’ student teacher achie¬ 
vement in the remaining theory papers rand practice 
teaching do not turn out to be significant. The results 
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Indiwit# ■ t'ndency ns was revealed in the correlations* 
Or! y further research can provide more insight into the 
t rot-lcr.. To tn-.t extent the null hypothesis Ho is 
p irtly re Jt.cted. 

3* i The taolc # 3*4 provides moan standard deviations, *■„* 
v-:u-s -nd 33 .jnific.. tl 1,- Vil in 1V9f . rrt of 5 student 

t -her adjust- 1 tUi. sC'.’its ob teacher training institutions 
ith high ~nd Jo\: social cohesion* 



Student Teacher 
I n s t i tu a io nsw 11 } i 


Adjustment in Teacher Traininq 
High and Low Social Cohesion. 


V" ri able 

Group l\ 

/ leans’ 

i ADI 

L 

12 

10.74 


H 

12 

16,35 

•’ ALt 

I 

12 

16. 31 


A 

12 

12 .'44 

J A3TH 

l 

12 

13.04 


H 

12 

13.30 

- \JI 

L 

12 

13.64 


f 

Li 

32.69 

*Jlo 

l 

12 

32.00 


3.D. 

t . 

Significance 

1.05 

1.10 

1.37 

0.0711 

NS 

1.13 

1*48 60 

NS 

0.82 



1.06 

.31 

0.8983 

NS 

4.99 

6. 64 

0.2863 

NS 



As is evident from the table, none of the 5 t-values 
arc significant even at '.05 level. The results are in . 
conformity with non significant intercorrolation between 
the measures of social cohesion and student teacher 
adjustment. 

3.4 Table 3.5 presents results in respect of different 
measures of student teacher attitudes in tur.chci training 
institutions with high and low social cohesion. Thu 

1 

first six variables represent the six areas of attitudes 
comprising the Ahluwalia Attitude Inventory, the ^..ventu 
variable is the total attitude scores on this inventory 
and variable 5 represents student teacher ->ttitudes 
towards the institution* This score has not been added 
to the total attitude scores because it was measured 
by a different tool. 
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Table 3*5 


Student Teacher attitude in Teacher Training 
institutions with High and low Social Cohesion 


Vari -;ble 

Group N 

Mean 

‘ S.D. 

t 

tfWMUllIlM^ M. ■« n. , 

Signific 

U ATP 

H 

12 

37.17 

5.88 

0.0189 

I'-iS 


L 

12 

37.13 

2,52 



’* ACT 

H 

12 

40.95 

4.00 

0.5063 

iNiS 


L 

12 

41.65 

2.66 



3. ACCP 

H 

12 

40.53 

5.28 

0.0839 

l‘JS 


L 

12 

40.72 

2.39 



4* *EF 

H 

12 

34.52 

5.16 

0.4311 

NS 


L 

12 

33.30 

2.54 



v >. 

H 

12 

36. 66 

5.58 

0.1202 

NS 


l 

12 

36.38 

3.14 




ATh 


7 * «nTS 


12 

226.06 

12.88 

1.7660 

.05 

12 

216 ,41 

13.86 



12 

53.21 

4.21 

0*3315 

NS 

12 

53.73 

3.46 


12 

248.42 

30.80 

O.O 395 

NS 

12 

243.82 

12.98 
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3*5 An examination of the table reveals that only 
student teacher adjustment towards teacher is the 
only variable on which the two groups of J .e~.chir 
training institutions differ significantly. The 
t- value is significant at .05 level* The Lwo groups 
of teacher training i;i. a citutions do not differ signi¬ 
ficantly on any other of th? eight variables of student 
teacher attitudes, 'ilia, resit. 1 is confirm the trends dis¬ 
cerned in the intercorrel ation matrix. 

• 4• 0 Re suits* Prediction 

4.1 Another aspect of analysis of the data refers to 
the prediction of student teacher achievement through . 
social cohesion scores as well as tneir achievement 
and adjustment scores. Prediction of achievement has 
been taken up separetely for the student teacher total 
scores in papers on the principles of Education, 

Educational Psychology, Principle, of Teaching, Edu¬ 
cational Evaluation and Counselling and Problems of 
primary Education. Practice teaching scores have not 
been included in these criterion scores, in the 
predictor variables total scores on social cohesion, 
student teacher adjustment and attitude have been 
excluded* Prediction of student teachers scores on 
practice teaching has been taken up separately. Reverse 
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pr. diction has also be, n carried out. Here social colv sion 
totol scoife- const itu i.. s thu criterion variabl. and s-cud^nt 
t. och^r achiwvimc.nt (five theory pap-rs end pr:>ctic. 
teaching scores), adjustment and nchi> v^rn^nt constitute 
predictor variables. Tn results hr.v' been provided 
in table 3.6 to 3.0. 

4.2 Table 3,6 gives multiple A, multiple increment 

p 

A, increment ft, varianc. explained esnd p values -mer¬ 
ging from the stepwise r gression analysis for the pre¬ 
diction of total theory achi.uw.mcnt scores of student 
teachers. 

Table 3 .6 

Stepwise Regression Analysis with .Jchi..v:ment as the 

Criterion Variable 


S.ho Variable R increment R? Increment J&E p 

---£.___ 2_y -riancv, 

1_i_3_4_ 5 6_7_8 


1' 

ATR 

.2884 

- 

.0831 

0. 01 

2.81 NS 

2 

AEP 

,5465 

.2582 

.29l!6 .2155 

27.86 

6. 37 ■ > 

3 

ADTR 

• 6115 

.0650 

.3739 . 07 5 3 

37.39 

5.77 

4 

ACCP 

.6829 

• 0714 

.4663 .0924 

46. 63 

6. .1. C ■’!' 

5 

ADE 

.7168 

• 0339 

.5138 .0475 

51.38 

5.71 * ** 

6 

AEP 

.7610 

. 0442 

.5791 .UG53 

57.91 

5.96 

7 

IP A 

•7871 

• 0261 

.6196 .0405 

■ 61.96 

5.82 ** 

8 

ECW 

.3274 

.0403 

.6846 .0650 

68.-16 

6.51 ** 


* significant at u.Ui level 

** Significant at 0.05 l-vel 
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1,. 

. 2 ' 

_. 3 

4 

5 

0 

™ 

If.. 


9 

ATT 

.8374 

.0x00 

•7013 • 

0167 

70.13 

6.00 


10 

Alt' 

.8492 

.OHS 

.7212 . 

0199 • 

72.12 

5.69 

*x- 

11 

ACT 

.8640 

.0148 

.7465 . 

0253 

74.65 

5.62 

-X-4 

12 

CViG 

.87 OR 

.0068 

. 7 58 4 . 

0119 

75.84 

5.23 

X- x- 


<$ncr 

.8767 

.0059 

.7686 . 

0102 

76.86 

4.86 

** 

14 

xo: 


.'J120 

.7899 . 

0213 

78,99 

4,83* 

** 

15 

AP 

.8902 

. or ] 5 

.7924 . 

0025 

79.24 

4.33 

NS 

16 

EDHG 

H 

. 8905 

. 0003 

.7931 . 

0007 

79.31 

3*83 

NS 

It will be 

seen in the 

tabic 

3*6 that 

tne first predic- 


tor 

of student teacher 

achievement in 

tueory 

turns 

out CO 



be their attitude towards teachers which explains 8-J/w 
of the variance in student teacher achievement, stude-n 


teacher attitude towards educational process contribut„> 
21.55% to tho variance explained* Other variables 
relating to student teacher attitudes include their 
attitude towards child centred practices explaining r. 


little over nin>- percent of 


va rinneu,y11itude to¬ 


wards institutions conIrinutine: 


1-6% to the variance &xp- 


lanicd, and attitude towards teaching profession explain¬ 
ing about 2% of the varianc . ‘Student teacher attitude 
towards classroom toach-uj is chi- succeding predictor 
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c >q-J -*ini.n 2.53«J of the variance-explained. The variance 
: ’ ,inea by tne student teacher attitude towards pupils 

I-, if Uiaibly small* tne total variance explained by the 
t, r' „ rcl.iainj to student teacher attitudes comes 
w , ut 36 (• Tar next set of predictors of student 
car r vhievoent in tncory comprise a set of varia- 
r reJ iting to student ttacher adjustment. Student 
:» mot idiuitncnt towards teachers turns out to be 
t ,* tnix. variable 1 xpl lining 7.b3,o of the variance 
- - ind# It ir, fallowed by adjustment to teaching 
rfii.n is tne fifth predictor explaining 4-75,6 of the 
v^rijnee* itudent tescaurs adjustment towards institu¬ 
tion ixpirins ’* 13,?> of the variance. Tnus student teacher 
j. invent vari-blescxplain a total of 14.41^ of the 
rhr.ee t if 1 lined* 


'* 1 ini. rrcrsonal attraction, the component of the 

° i ’ 1 eo w-uion, turns out to be the seventh predictor 
‘ s lv:rin< /ft of A - he variance explained whi c n is follow a 
1 ^ ’ orl “ : c-\ l icsion component of evaluation of the 
>r ’' 5 13 b V zhr nember 1 ' explaining 6.5^ of the 

' ,rij,n r * -^ n -^n.-53 .:th the jroup turns out to be the 
* rc - ; -*>r cw.tt'ihutinu ]/)£ i 0 the variation 
* v i ir* .* r« , dt ilL to r m - i n in th t group 
trU i it s n :ii ;it iy to + Kil v t ,r*cc explained* 
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e in student teacher achievement in theory 
y social cohesion components comes to 1 1.69% 

cohesion components fall behind the student 
ustment and attitude variables in respect 
ance explained. However tht-y do have -predictive 
gh not very large for predicting student 
ievemenx in theory. 

bis also reveals that the seventeen variables 
i the table are able to explains 79.42% of 
e in student teacher achievement which 
t these variables accounx for about four- 
e variance explained while about one-fifth 
.ance still remains unexplained. Othc-r 
ccounting for the unexplained variance will 
searched. 

cohesion comp-onents are the last to appear 
r variables as well as in the amount of 
plained in student teacher adjustment. The 
- lie. in probably stereotyped lecture coverage 
ry papers in these institutions resulting 
adequate perception of this component of the 
•iable of 'socr. ,1 cohesion and consequent 
ehce of this factor, n,icro studies cm 
; on this problem. 



4.6 Table 3.7 summarises results of .ctjA'L* /vp,, 
ssion analysis with teaching practice son. .^c 
criterion variable and social cohesion ooii.^on ru 
student teacher attituae component s';:ro, sfcuiPH 
teacher adjustment scores and tneir soclo-a'or .-iiic 
status scores as the predictor vniubl'L* PP 

gives multiple R f increment H, multiple ^ incrui.ent 

2 ‘ " 
multiple R percentage of variance txpiain- d ;<n c ; 

corresponding p. values* 


t 


conta* 
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Tab le. 3.7 

3T£P p.lACriCE^q 3 ?!- “ ANALYSIS wITd TEACHING 
P.U.riCE MO rit CRITERION variable 


_^ r| _ , t< | 

3.No. " isianie 


Inc re-’ 


—r ~r rn i__ 


n 

nicnr 

_R__ 

R 

ment 9 

R“ 

of variance 

1» 

EGW 

.5652 


• 3194 


31.94 

14.55 * 

2. 

GWG 

. 6423 

.0771 

.4125 " 

*0931 

41.25 

10.53 * 

3. 

UP A 

.6855, 

, .0432 

.4700 

.0575 

47.00 

8.53 * 

4. 

SES 

.7157 

.O 3 O 2 

•5123 

.0423 

51.23 

7.53 ** 

5. 

aotr 

.7411 

.0254 

.5493 

.0370 

54.93 

6.58 

6. 

adt 

.7679 

.0268 

.5897 

• 

0 

-c^ 

0 

58.97 

6*23 

7. 

E3DRG 

.7758 

.0079 

.6020 

.0123 

60.20 

5.40 ** 

8. 

AEP 

.7832 

.0074 

.6134 

.0114 

61 . 34 

4*76 J itx- 

9. 

ADI 

.7917 

.0085 

.6268 

.0134 

62.68 

4.29 ** 

10. 

A DP 

.7918 

.0001 

.6370 

.0102 

63.70 

3*86 NS 

11. 

c-\TR 

.8018 

.0100 

.6430 

.0060 

64.30 

3.44 NS 

12. 

ATI 

.8120 

.0102 

. 6594 

.0164 

65.94 

3.23 NS 

13. 

ACT 

.8147 

.0027 

. 6638 

.0044 

66.38 

2.89 NS 

14. 

AP 

.8156 

.0009 

.6653 

.0016 

66* 53 

2.56 NS 

lb. 

LSM 

.8163 

.0012 

.6673 

.0020 

66.73 

2.27 NS 

16. 

v\CCP 

. 817 0 

.0002 

.6675 

.0002 

66.75 

2.0l NS 


4.7 An examination of the table reveals that thG first 
three predictots turn out to be 'the social cohesion 


f 
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components of evaluation of the group as a whole (EGVVj 
closeness with the group (CWG) and inter personal attra¬ 
ction (IPa) explaining the percentage variance to the 
tune of 31.94, 9.31 and 5.75 respectively. The 

i 

social cohesion component of the expressed desire to re¬ 
main in the group turns out to be the seventh predictor 
explaining 1.23 percent of the variance. The contribution 
of the social cohesion component of leadi rship style 
and decision making contributes negligibly to the pool 
of the variance explained. The social cohesion 
components explain a total of 48.23 percent of the 
variance which comes to be a little? over three-fourth 
of the total variance explained by the sixteen vari¬ 
ables covered in the table. .Obviously, when this table 
is read in conjunction with fable 3.6 it presents a 
constrast in the sense that social cohesion was the last 
in explaining variance in student teacher achievement 
in theory, while it has emerged as first in the case 
of’ practice teaching attainment. The reversal of the 
trend might be due to the personal contact student 
teachers establish with the teacher educators. Another 
reason can be that evaluation of the student teaching 
is itself a team effort, a group of teacher educators 
carry out internal evaluation while a tc-am of internal 
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and external examiners carry out external evaluation. 

It implies that social cohesion operates more affectively 
in student teaching rather than transaction of theory 
courses* 

4*8 Socio economic status turns out to be the fourth 
predictor explaining 4.23 percent of the variance 
explained. Compared with prediction of student achieve¬ 
ment in theory it is a better predictor variable in the 
case of student teacher attainment in practice teaching. 
Student teacher adjustment components of adjustment 
towards teacher or adjustment towards teaching constitute 
the next two predictors explaining 3*70 and 4 percent 
respectively. The student teacher adjustment to¬ 

wards the institution and adjustment towards peers appear 
at number nine and ten as perdictors explaining 1.14 
percent and 1.34 percent respectively. These components 
put together explain a total variance of iO.18 percent 
of the variance explained* 

4.9 The student teacher attitude components of attitude 

towards educational process, attitude towards teachers, 

attitude towards institution, attitude towards classroom 

teaching, attitude towards pupil and attitude towards 
✓ 

child centred practices put togethe-r explain the total 
variance of 2*85 percent tne variance explained* 



All the sixteen variables put together have been able to 
explain a total variance of 66*75 percent of the variance 
explained* The remaining 33.25 percent of the variance 
remains yet to be explained* Variables explaining che 
remaining variance will have to be identified through 
furtner research* 

4*10 Table 3.8 provides the results of reverse predic¬ 
tion emerging from the stepwise regression analysis of 
summatted social cohesion score as the criterion VrLiable 
and student teacher achievement in individual theory 
papers, adjustment and attitudes* The table giveu 
eleven variables alongwith multiple ft, increment ft, 
multiple $ increment multiple ft^and the percentage of 
variance explained and corresponding F-value. 
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Table 3.8’ 

Stepwise Regression Analysis of social cohesion score 


GS 

Crite rion 








3* 

No Variables 

R 

Increment o 

R R 

Increment % of p 

2 V- Explained 

R 


1 

PTT 

, 4455 

- 

-1985 

- 

19.85 

7.68 * 

2 

ADT 

.5918 

.1463 

.3503 

.1518 

35.03 

8.09 

* 

3 

EEC 

.6675 

.0757 

.4455 

.0952 

44.55 

7.77 

* 

4 

ADTR 

.7142 

. 0467 

.5101 

.0646 

51»01 

7.29 

** 

5 

ATP 

.7345 

.0203 

.5395 

.0294 

53.95 

6.33 

*# 

6 

PPE 

.7465 

.0120 

.5572 

.0177 

55.72 

5.46 

** 

7 

ADI 

.7632 

.0167 

.5825 

.0253 

58.25 

4.9D 

K-St 

8 

EP 

.7818 

.0186 

.6113 

.0288 

61.13 

4.72 

** 

9 

AGP 

.7890 

.0072 

.6225 

.0112 

62.25 

4.21 

NS 

10 

ATI 

.7912 

.0022 

.6260 

.0035 

62.60 

3.68 

NS 

11 

PT 

.7923 

.0011 

.6277 

.0017 

62.77 

3.22 

No 


It can be seen in ■ 

the table 

that the studc 

nt teach; 

sr 



score in practice ' 

teaching 

turns ou 

;t to be 

the fir; 

st 



predictor explaining 19.85,of the variance in social 

cohesion scores in the elementary teacher training 

institutions. Student teachers scores in Educational 

Evaluation and counselling, problems of Primary Education, 

< 

Educational Psychology and Principles of Teaching appear 
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at number three, six, tight and eleven as predictor 
variables explaining 9.52 ;i, 1.77)6 2.88/6 -and *17,6 of 
the variance in social cohesion. The total variance 
explained through student teacher scnic-vuiwnl. in theory 
paper*! come out bo be 14.34/6 of the variance xplaiiiccl. 
Student teacher adjusorient of teaching curns out to be 
the second predictor 6 xpllining 15.18 & c F t»u, variance. 
Student teacher adjustment to teaenurs, insuilution 
and adjustment to peers .urn our to be fourtn, sixth 
,-nd ninth predictors explaining 6.46, 2.53 and 1.12,6 of 


the variance explained. Hr? four student teacher adjust-, 
m«nt r-omponynts put together explain 25.29;6 of tno variance* 
adjustment towards institution is only the adjustment 
predictor variable appearing in the ^able but its contri¬ 
bution to the. variance explained is a meager ( 35 p'-rcent). 

To total variance explained by th< eleven variables come 
to 62.77X which leaves about one third of the variance 
unexplained. 

4.11 perusual of die three tables relating to regre¬ 
ssion analysis (3-6 - 3.8J reveals a few important points. 
Firstly social cohesion obtaining in tne teacher train¬ 
ing in s titutions has low predictive value for studi nt 
teachc-r achievement in theory. Secondly, the social 
cohesion has higher predictive value for tne prediction 



of student teacher achievement in practice teaching. 

The two findings indicate Ji.it in theory courss s social 
cohesion effect is net reflected to the <-xtcnx t!u t 
is expected. Tnis may be probably dur- to sinqlt ch-nnsl 
dominant lecturing approach followed in the teacher 
training institutions to cover the chcory courses. Tne 
interpersonal contact during practice leaching r.i igh t 
bo responsible for the rcfl- ction of better jlo f.tion 
of social cohesion prevalent in tnt. ct. -.cnor training 
institutions as indicated by the nighsr predictive 
value of social cohesion on practice teaching. 



1 

1 r 


.nei/j 


1-1 It may be recalled tha't the study purpuv- d to 
investigate into the relationship bi.-tvvi.en joe 1 1 Qi>., o.oi, 
obtaining in elementary teacher training insf IukIuis :.j- 
student teacher outcomes in terms of hit-ii nc.iifv-m nt, 

adjustment, and attitude as measures of imv. line ion :J 

/ 

efficiency. The study was conducted in 33 ulaioruary 
teacher training institutions uf Uttar i ueLsh* jucif.l 
Cohesion assessment Inventory was US', d to measure social 
cohesion in the institutions, wnile student xeacn^r marks 
obtained in different theory papers as well as procuicc 
teaching examination conducted by the Ooard were consi¬ 
dered as measures of their achievement. Their adjustment 
and attitudes w re measured through the Student Teacher 
assessment inventory developed by Jlutta and Teacher 
attitude Inventory developed by \hjuw.'Jt In. The 

co-rrelational,-inf rential and prediction statistic^ wire 
used for nnj ysis and interpretation of the data, product 
moment correlations between different variables of social 
cohesion, student teacher achievement, adjustment and 
attitude scores were computed. The institutions also 

classified into two groups with high and low soci .1 cohesion 
and t-test was employed to test the significance- of 
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difference between means of student teacher outcome 
vari'.b]es. stepwise regression analysis was employed 
to predict student teacher achievement in theory as well 
as practice teaching. Social cohesion was also predicted 
from student teacher outcomes as well as their socioeconomic 
status for obtaining concomitant results. 

1»2 Social cohesion variables have found to be having 
significant positive, correlation witn academic achieve¬ 
ment variables relating to theory as wtll as practice 
teaching, while tiv ir relacionsnip with atticude and 
adjustment are mostly nonsignificant but in positive 
direction with a few exceptions. The correlational 
results are also supported by inf 1 j. suits* 

Social cohesion has turned .out to be a strong predictor 
of student teacher achievement in practice teaching, 
while it does predict student teacher academic achievement 
though the predictability is not high. Strangely 
enough, social cohesion should influence affective 
student teacher outcomes of attitude and adjustment. 

It is future, research which is going to clarify the 
apparent contradiction. However, implication of die scuay 
can be considered with a caution because of the nonavailab¬ 
ility of supporting or contradictory results due to the 
paucity of research in this area in educational setting. 
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1.3, -\s ^ context vnrl^blr in res' ,rch or. t -cninc, 
social cohesion app: '.rs to be inQu'ncing stud’-at 
ue teller achivv-mont in practice m-.cning. Ta.'.s may 
be due to the higher level of ini,-r* ccion b_LvirC'-n ,n.'s 
-etcher educators and student -» ach.irs. The infr¬ 
action ini tin Los from planning for v.s-cniug w.ir.>uca 
feedback to further practice. Is ut possibl.. ui, c 
inLsmetive Leaching in chs cl'SSu’-om .Iso ’.t.flu nc. s 
student teacher achievement in m-ury as ■*«-11? U u'.11 
bo wertnwhilf to s cudy social con sion in. r.io'.'.or. to 
interaction level in classrooms, ultima C;ly r lowing 
it to pr duct. variables. 

1.4 Tne present study is correlational and ore Lory 
in nature. It has pointed to some -r. nds wn’.ch .i d 
to be investigated further through *• xp rim u..«,l scud’., s. 

i 

The extent of variation in uv- S ’CicJ con g.u j. 1 v 1 
in different institutions boinylow, ilwUJ b- w ?mwhilL 
to study its -ffect through simulating .1 „ v; Is f social 
cohesion and its l fleet on o ccilug pee os well as' 
product variables. 

1*5 It is assumed in th,- study cnat social cjiu sion 
is perceived pyr sa by int s-ucv.nta, infju r.c f s their 
learning behaviour, which in turn, infju.ncs -heir 
achievement, It is also assumed mat tin. social cohesion 
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influences teacher classroom behaviour as well. 

It will be worthwhile to carry out study with,social 
cohesion as a context variable, the process variables 
and product variables simultaneously to test these 
assumptions* This area of research appears to bs 
potential for improving teacher effectiveness, parti¬ 
cularly in view of the experience with this concept 
in industrial organizations. It has also shown its 
effectiveness in defence organisations- A programme 
of interrelated study involving different variables 
in the context of teaching would provide useful 
infomation for planning and transacting effective- 
teaching. 

1.6 The study is exploratory in nature- It has raised 
a number of questions rather than answering even those 
which it purpurted to answer* But there is no occasion 
for pessimism. The study is concluded with the hope 
that it will attract more research attention in the 
context of educational setting than it has done so far 
<I>t hoped that fnOre researchers would enrich the 
area with their ingenuity and creative research they 
are likely to be engaged in. 
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